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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1, 4, 5, 7, 9, 1 1, 12, 32, 34, 35, 38-40, 64, 66, 67 and 70 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Independent claims 1, 9, 32, 64 and 70 indicate that in a process step after installation the 
radially inner zone is permanently plastically deformed. This process step provides no apparent 
claimed structure and there is no objective criteria set forth to determine from viewing the 
locking ring before or after installation whether there has been any permanent plastic 
deformation of the ring or how the ring will be changed after installation or what the initial 
configuration was before installation. It is unclear if the claim scope is considered to only exist 
to define an article (1) before installation, (2) during the process of plastically deforming the ring 
and not before or after the step of plastic deformation or (3) after installation. Applicant's claims 
are not directed to an article alone, but appear as a disguised form of process claims of 
installation and are clearly indefinite as to scope. The claims fail to serve notice of what structure 
comprises the article. The remaining claims are indefinite because they depend from indefinite 
claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 4, 7, 9, 12, 32, 34, 64, 66, and 70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gerwien et al. (DE 19961709) in view of Euler (US 4364615) and further in 
view of either Brass (US 2975667) or Turbant et al. (FR 2821906). 

Gerwien ct al. (figures 1-3) teaches locking ring structure assembled in a groove 16 of a 
device having a shaft 9 comprising an outer edge zone 2 and a radially inner circumferentially 
interrupted engagement zone which slants at an angle between 15° and 45°. The difference is 
that the device has an interrupted outer edge and the angle of the inner zone isn't less than the 
angle of the outer zone. However, Euler (figures 1, 9) teaches that the use of a closed outer edge 
being conventional and either one of Brass or Turbant et al. teach that the angle of the inner zone 
can be less than the angle of the outer zone, so as to inherently provide desirable characteristics. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the locking ring of Gerwien et al. have a closed 
outer edge in view of Euler (figures 1, 9) teaching the use of a closed outer edge being 
conventional in those environments when unneeded and to further modify the locking ring of 
Gerwien et al. such that the angle of the inner zone is less than the angle of the outer zone would 
have been obvious in view of either Brass (figures 3, 4) or Turbant et al. (figure 1) who teach 
that it is desirable to provide such a configuration to a locking ring. 

Claims 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gerwien et 
al. (DE 19961709) in view of Euler (US 4364615) and further in view of either Brass (US 
2975667) or Turbant et al. (FR 2821906)as applied to claim 32 above, and further in view of 
Perrow (US 6390925). 
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Further modification of the device of Gerwien et al. such that the groove has a shoulder 
and is asymmetric would have been obvious in view of Perrow (figure 9) in which the groove for 
the locking ring is asymmetric, has a shoulder 60 and is non-rectangular with a tapered surface 
so as to more securely mount the locking ring. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gerwien et al. 
(DE 19961709) in view of Euler (US 4364615) and further in view of either Bross (US 2975667) 
or Turbant et al. (FR 2821906)as applied to claim 9 above, and further in view of Draving (US 
2275058). 

Further modification of the locking ring of Gerwien et al. such that the inner and outer 
portions are at the same angle would have been obvious in view of Draving (figures 13, 14) that 
teaches the use of such a configuration to be old and well known. 

Claims 5, 35 and 67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gerwien et al. (DE 19961709) in view of Euler (US 4364615) and further in view of either Bross 
(US 2975667) or Turbant et al. (FR 2821906) as applied to claims 1, 32 and 64 above, and 
further in view of McCarrick et al. (US 5713692). 

Further modification of the locking ring of Gerwien et al. such that the slanting angle is 
between 0° and 20° would have been obvious in view of McCarrick et al. (figures 9, 10) in 
which the slanting angle of the inner portions 16 is within this range. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed May 22, 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant presents arguments with respect to the process step of plastically 
deforming the ring. However, there is no structural limitation that imparts a different 
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configuration to the locking ring as indicated above. Therefore the argument is unpersuasive. 
Fundamentally, the claim construction is indefinite. While these claims are couched as article 
claims, the claim construction is such that an initial structure is provided and a process appears to 
be carried out on the initial structure resulting in a changed product. The scope of the article 
claims is therefore unclear and fails to serve notice to the public. This is highlighted by 
applicant's argument found in the remarks on page 10, ]|4, wherein "Independent claims 1, 9, 32 
and 64, all recited wherein in the installed state the radially inner zone is permanently plastically 
deformed". This all comes back to the scope of the claims being indefinite. If these were 
process claims, the scope would readily be clear. However, these arc article claims drawn to the 
ring alone so there is no clarity as to whether process of installation is also being claimed. The 
retaining rings of the applied art are not just elastic, but inherently have a yield point, too. There 
would inherently be some plastic deformation within the capabilities of the rings of the applied 
art. As to the motivation to combine the references, clearly the motivation doesn't have to be for 
the same reason as applicant's and the motivation can come from modifying the elastic 
properties of the ring, too. These rings can be used in the elastic range, too. Applicant doesn't 
claim the assembled state. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMES R. BRITTAIN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7065. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 5:30-2:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Victor Batson can be reached on (571) 272-6987. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/James R. Brittain/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3677 

JRB 



